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And when fr Was ; baplized, and her houſehold, ſhe be- 
fought us, ſaying, If ye have judged me to be faithful 


to the Lord, come into my houſe, and abide there. 


HE right of private judgment, in 
matters of religion, is better ſecured 
to us, than to any other people in 
the world. We have the privilege 
of forming and of propagating our 
on religious ſentiments, without 
the leaſt ceflrifiich.” Every man, in this country, may 
think what he pleaſes, and ſpeak what he thinks, con- 
cerning the duties and doctrines of religion. This great 


and diſtinguiſhing privilege, however, is extremely li- 
able to abuſe. It opens the door as wide to error as 


to truth ; and affords an ample opportunity of difful. 
ing, far and wide, the moſt abſurd and pernicious doc- 


trines. But every perſon of candor and diſcernment 
muſt clearly perceive, that it is much better to ſuffer 
the abuſe, than to ſuffer the loſs of religious liberty. 


We ought, therefore, to give to others all the freedom, 
which 


4 


which we wiſh to take to ourſelves. If we take the 
liberty of differing from others, we ought to allow oth- 


ers the liberty of differing from us: Or, if we aſſume 
the right of ſeparating from others, we ought to in- 


dulge others in aſſuming and enjoying the ſame right. 


On this catholic and pacific principle, I have very 
rarely, in the courſe of twenty years, ſaid any thing in 


public concerning the peculiar tenets of aur Baptiſt 
Brethren. They have aſſumed the right of ſeparating 
from us; and we have no right to diſturb them, in the 


quiet enjoyment of their religious liberty. But, if they 
call our opinion and practice in queſtion, we may, with- 
out giving the leaſt ground ofoffence, take the liberty 


of defending and propagating both. This is the pro- 


feſſed object of the enſuing diſcourſe ; in which I mean 


to ſpeak, and wiſh to be heard, with the ſpirit of candor. 


We and our Brethren agree, that water-baptiſm is 
a divine inſtitution ; and we differ only in reſpett of 
the mode, in which, and of the ſubjects, to which, wa- 


ter is to be applied, in the adminiſtration of this ſa- 


cred ordinance. And the words, which I have read, 
will naturally lead us to the conſideration of both theſe 
points of difference. Paul and Silas, being called in- 


to Macedonia, reſided a number of days in the prin- 


cipal city of that colony. And, in the ac count, which - 


they give us of their preaching and conduQ there, 


they ſay, © On the Sabbath we went out of the city 
by a river fide, where prayer was wont to be made. 
And we ſat down and ſpake unto the women which 
reſorted thither. And a certain woman, named Lyd- 


ia, a ſeller of purple, of the city of Thyatira, which 


worten God, heard us; whoſe heart the Lord 
opened, 


; 
opened, that ſhe attended unto the things which were 
ſpoken of Paul. And when ſhe was baptized, and 
her houſehold, ſhe beſought us, ſaying, If ye have 
judged me to be faithful to the Lord, come into my 
houſe, and abide there.” The circumſtances here re- 
| lated, naturally lead us to conclude, that Lydia's ſam- 
ily were not preſent, when ſhe firſt heard and embrac- 
ed the goſpel ; that after ſhe became a believer, ſhe 
returned to her houſe, where ſhe profeſſed ber faith, 
to the ſatisfaQion of the apoſtles; that her profeſſion 
, faith was the ſole ground, upon which Paul baptiz- 
ed both her and her houſchold ; and that the ordi— 
nance of baptiſm, at this private houſe, was adminil- 
tered by an or ſprinkling. And according to 
this view of our text, it directly leads us to inquire, 
I. How water is to be applied in baptiſm : And, 
II. To whom baptiſm is to be adminiſtered. 
I. Let us inquire how water is to be applied in baptiſm, 
We agree with thoſe, with whom we are concerned 
In this diſcourſe, that there is but one ſcriptural mode 
of baptizing. Chriſt appointed baptiſm, as a ſtanding 
ordinance, to be adminiſtered in all ages, and in all 
parts of the world. He knew that baptiſm mult be 
adminiſtered, either by ſprinkling, or by plunging. 
He knew that theſe two modes of applying watcr to 
the ſubjects of baptiſm, were extremely diverſe from 
each other, both in their appear-nce and necellary 
circumſtances. He could not view it, therefore, as a 
matter of mere indifference, in which of theſe modes 
this ſacred and perpetual rite ſhould be adminiſtered. 
Hence we muſt conclude, that he attually appointed 
that particular mode of baptizing, which, all things 

conſidered, 
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6 a, | 
conſidered, appeared the beſt ſuited to anſwer his 


own wiſe and gracious deſigns, in the inſtitution of 
the ordinance. But, whether he appointed ſprinkling, 
or plunging, as the only proper mode of baptizing, is 


the ſingle queſtion, which now lies before us. And, 


in order to determine this point, let us conſider, 


1. The true ſcriptural meaning of the word, baptize. 
This word is derived from the Greek word, Barliguy 


which is variouſly underſtood by various authors.“ 
Mr. Leigh ſays, in his Critica Sacra, that © it primari- 


ly lignifies ſuch a kind of waſhing, rinſing, or cleanſ- 


ing, as is uſed in bucks, where linen is plunged and 
dipt : Yet it is taken more largely for any kind of 


waſhing, rinſing, or cleanſing, even where there is 


no dipping at all” And he quotes Doftor Featly as 

ſaying, “ Chriſt no where requireth dipping, but only 
 baptizing : Which word, (as Heſychius, Stephanus, 
Scapula, and Budzus, the great maſters of the Greek 


tongue, make good, by very many inſtances and alle- 


gations out of Claſſic Writers) importeth no more 
than ablulion, or waſhing.” But here we ought to con- 
ſider, that it is the uſe, rather t 
vords, which muſt determine their proper ſignification. 
It is very common, in all lang 
loſe its original or primary ſenſe, and, by uſe, to take 


ges, for a word to 


another and very different meaning. The word, Bar- 


I. ge, which is derived from Bal, to dip, might, there- 


fore, originally ſignify dipping, and yet, afterwards, by 
common uſe, ſignify waſhing or ſprinkling ; eſpecially 


when applied to a religious ceremony. Suppoling then 

it could be made to appear, by all Greek writers, ex- 

cept the inſpired Penmen, that gamigo primarily figni- 
See Doctor Hemmenway on Infant Baptiſm, | hea 


an the derivation of 
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fied dipping, yet this would by no means prove, that 


it does not properly ſignify ſprinkling, when. applied 
to the particular mode of adminiſtering a ſacred rite. 
And now if we look into the Bible we ſhall find, 
7 that jt not only may, but muſt, in a variety of caſes, 
| bGgnify ſprinkling or waſhing. It is faid of all the 
Jews, in Mark vii. 4. that when they come from 
the market, except they waſh (av pn He I MI CX- 
cept they are baptized) they eat not. And many 
| other things there be, which they have received to 
hold, as the waſhing (ganlichus, baptiſms) of cups and 
pots, brazen veſlels, and of tables.“ In this paſſage, 
| Barlliowilas and Banlopss evidently ſignify waſhing 
or ſprinkling. The Jews, it is well known, uſed to 
waſh their hands, by pouring water upon them; and 
this was the only proper, if not the only poſſible, mode 
of waſhing their tables or ſeats, upon which they re- 
clined at their meals, Chriſt alſo uſed the word, bap- 
tiſm, in a ſenſe very different from plunging, We 
are told,“ The ſame day in which he aſcended up to 
heaven, he ſaid to his diſciples, John truly baptized 
with water; but ye ſhall be baptized with the Holy 
_ Ghoſt not many days hence.” This promiſe was ful- 
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q filled on the day of Pentecoſt, when “ there appear- 
dd unto the apoſtles cloven tongues, like as of fire, 
and it fat upon each of them. And they were filled 
0 with the Holy Ghoſt, and began to ſpeak with tongues, 


as the Spirit gave them utterance.” This deſcent of 
the Spirit upon the apoſtles, much more reſembled 
affuſion than immerſion ; and, therefore, ſo far as we 
can gather any thing from it, reſpetting the mote of 
baptiſm, it favors the idea of ſprinkling. 
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2. Let us next inquire, whether the thing princi- 
pally ſignified by baptiſm ſerves, in any meaſure, 


to determine the proper mode of its adminiſtration. 


Our Brethren ſuppoſe there is ſomething in the fig- 
nilication of baptiſm, which favors the mode of immer- 


ion, and often cite ſeveral figurative expreſſions i in 


Scripture, to ſupport their opinion. Let us look at 
this matter fairly. It muſt be allowed by all, that 


the thing principally ſignified by baptiſm is the reno- 
vation of the heart, by the ſpecial operation of the 


Spirit of God. This was the thing ſignified by cir- 


cumciſion. So ſays the apolile : He is not a Jew 


which 1s one outwardly ; neither is that circumciſion 
which is outward in the fleſh : But he is a Jew 


which is one inwardly : And circumciſion is that of 


the heart, in the Fpirit, and not in the letter.” In 


the ſame manner, baptiſm ſignifies the renovation 


of the heart, by the ſpecial operation of the Divine 


Spirit. Accordingly, we read © of the waſhing of re- 
generation, and the renewing of the Holy Ghoſt,” 


But here the turning point is, whether either cir- 


cumciſion or baptiſm was deſigned to repreſent the 


operation of the Spirit, or the fruit of the Spirit. Cir- 
cumciſion certainly ſignified only the Fruit of the 
Spirit ; for there was nothing in the mode of circum- 


ceiling, that reſembled the mode of the Spirit's operation 
upon the human heart. And it is equally evident, 


that baptiſm repreſents only the fruit of the Spirit, 
without any reſpe& to the mode of the Spirit's ope- 
ration. With this idea in our minds, let us read thoſe 
two texts, which our Brethren ſo often urge, to prove 


the mode of baptiſm, from the thing ſignified ” it. 
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The firſt is in Col. ii. 10-13. And ye are com- 


plete in Chrift, which is the head of all principality 
and power. In whom alſo ye are circumciſed with 


the circumciſion. made without hands, in putting off 


the body of the ſins of the fleſh, by the circumciſion 
of Chriſt : Buried with him in baptiſm, wherein allo 
ye are riſen with him through the faith of the opera- 
tion of God, who hath raiſed him from the dead. 
And you being dead in your fins, and the uncireum- 


ciſion of your fleſh, hath he quickened togetũer with 


| him.” The plain and obvious ideas, which lie upon the 
: ſve of this text, are theſe :. Circumciſion and baptiſm 
ſignify the ſame thing ; the thing ſignified by both is 
the renovation of the heart, or the reſurredion from 
ſpiritual death to ſpiritual life ; and this renovation 
of the heart, or ſpiritual reſurreQion, is the fruit of 
the ſpecial operation of God. Hence, there is noth- 
ing in this paſſage of ſcripture to determine the mode 
ol baptiſm, any more than the mode of circumciſion. 
As it was not the mode of circumciſion that made it 
| Ggnify the renovation of the heart, ſo it is not the 


mode of baptiſm, which makes it ſignify the ſame fruit 
of the Spirit. The other text we have alluded, to, 


: and which is parallel to this, is in Romans vi. 3—6. 


“% Know ye.not that ſo many of us as were baptized 


Into Jeſus Chriſt, were baptized into his death ? 
Therefore we are buried with him by baptiſm into 


death : That like as Chriſt was raiſed from the dead by 


the glory of the Father, even ſo we alſo ſhould walk in 
. newnels of life. For if we have been planted togeth- 
er in the likeneſs of his death, we ſhall be alſo in the 
likeneſs of his reſurredtion: Knowing this, that our 
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old man is crucified with him, that the body of fin 
might be deſtroyed, that henceforth we ſhould not 


ferve ſin.” Believers are here ſaid to be buried with 


Chriſt by baptiſm, becauſe, being baptized into him, 
they were baptized into his death as well as into his 


burial, And from this repreſentation, we may as'well 


conclude, that the mode of baptiſm reſembles the form 


of Chriſt's perſon, and the manner of his crucifixion, 
as the mode of his burial. But the truth is, by believ- 


_ ers being baptized into Chriſt, into his death, into his 
burial, and into his reſerrection, nothing more nor leſs 


is here intended, than their putting off the old man and 


putting on the new; or their being renewed in the ſpir- 


it of their minds, and exhibiting, in their life and con- 


verſation, the ſame temper, which Chriſt exhibited, both 

nin his life and in his death. This great change in their 
hearts and lives was the fruit of the Spirit, and there- 
fore properly ſignified by baptiſm, in whatever mode 

_ adminiſtered. It is the nature, and not the mode of bap- 


tiſm, which renders it a proper emblem of ſanctification, 


which is the fruit of the Spirit. And this ſingle con- 
ſideration ſhows the abſolute impropriety of pretending 
to determine the mode of baptiſm, from its ſign: fication. 


But after all, if it ſhould be ſuppoſed, and even 


granted, that baptiſm is deſigned to fignify, not the fruit 
of the Spirit, but the mode of his operation; yet, even 
on this ſuppokition, we muſt conclude, that ſprinkling 
is the ſcriptural mode of baptizing. For, ſprinkling 


much more reſembles the mode of the Spirit's deſcent 
and influence. upon the minds of men, than plunging. 
The Pfalmiſt, ſpeaking of the deſcent of the Spirit, ſays, 


He ſhall come down like rain upon the mown grafs ; 


as 


11 
as ſhowers that water the earth.” God ſays, © 1 will 
be as the dew unto Iſrael.” And again he ſays to the 
ſame people, © Then will I /prinkle clean water upon 
you, and ye ſhall be clean; from all your filthinefs, and 
from all your idols will I cleanſe you. A new heart alſo 
will I give you, and a new ſpirit will I put within you; 
and J will take away the ſtony heart out of your fleſh, 
and 1 will give you an heart of fleſh.” Paul ſays, 
Chriſt loved and gave himſelf for the church, “ that 
he might ſanQify and cleanſe it with the ws/hing of 
water by the word.” And again he ſays, that beliey- 
ers „ are ſaved, not by works of righteouſneſs, but 
by the waſhing of regeneration, and the renewing of 


| the Holy Ghoſt.” If rain, and dew, and ſprinkling, 


and waſhing, are here deſigned to repreſent the mode 
of the Spirit's deſcending and operating upon the 
minds of men; and if water ought to be applied in 


baptiſm, ſo as moſt clearly to repreſent this mode of 


the Spirit's deſcending and operating upon the human 
mind, then it is certain, that baptiſm ought to be ad- Z 
miniſtered by affuſion or ſprinkling, rather than plung- 
ing. And this will be further confirmed, if we conſider, 
23 ̃. Several inſtances of baptiſm recorded in the 
New Teſtament. Though we are told, that Lydia 
heard and embraced the goſpel, by the river fide ; yet 
we have no account, that ſhe and her houſehold were 
baptized there by immerſion. It ſeems rather to be 
intimated, that after ſhe believed, ſhe returned from 
the river ſide to her own houſe ; and that, for the 
convenience of the ſpettators, ſhe and her family were 
baptized at her own door. For the apoſtles expreſsly 
tay, When ſhe was baptized, and her houſchold. 
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ſhe beſought us, ſaying, If ye have judged me to be 


faithful to the Lord, come into my _ and abide 
there.“ 


There is another inſtance of baptiſm, i in \ this chap- 


ter, which is more circumſtantially related. I mean 
that of the Jailor and all his.“ At midnight, Paul 
and Silas prayed and ſang praiſes unto God. Sudden- 
ly upon this, there was an earthquake, which opened 
the priſon doors, and ſet all the priſoners free. This 
alarmed the Jailor, who ſprang into the priſon, and fell 
don before Paul and Silas, and ſaid, Sirs, what muſt 
I do to be faved ? And they ſaid unto him, Believe 
on the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and thou ſhalt be ſaved and 
thy houſe. And they ſpake unto him the word of the 
Lord, and to all that were in his houſe. And he 
took them the ſame hour of the night, and waſhed their 
ſtripes; and was baptized, he and all his, ſtraightway.” 
The time of this whole tranſaction was extremely 
ſhort. It was midnight before it began, and it was 
finiſhed before day. For it is added,“ And when it 
Was day, the einen the ſerj eants, ſaying, Let 
thoſe men go.” After the confuſion occaſioned by 
the earthquake, the apoſtles preached. After the apoſ- 
tles had preached, the Jailor profeſſed his faith. Af- 
ter he had profeſſed his faith, he propoſed to be bap- 
tized. And after he had propoſed to be baptized, he 
took the apoſtles, and waſhed their ſtripes. Now, can 


we ſuppoſe, that after all theſe things had been done, 


| there was time for him to prepare himſelf and his fam- 
ily for a decent immerſion, and for the apoſtles to 
baptize him and all his, in that mode, and then re- 


freſh themſelves, before day ? All the circumſtances 


attending | 


13 
-attending the baptiſm of theſe perſons favor the ſup- 
poſition of their being ſprinkled, rather than plunged. 
- There is no reaſon to ſuppoſe, that Cornelius and 
thoſe at his houſe, were baptized by immerſion. * Can 
any man, ſaid Peter, © forbid water that theſe ſhould 
not be baptized?” Here is no account of their making 
any preparation for immerſion. Here is no account of 
their going out of the houſe, to any river or fountain of 
vater, to be baptized. In ſhort, here is not a ſingle cir- | 
cumſtance related, which favors the idea of immerſion. 
1 But, on the contrary, Peter's mode of expreſſion ſeems 
; 5 toſuggeſt, that water was brought to ſprinkle them. Can 
1 any man forbid water that theſe ſhould not be baptized?” 
I) be laſt inſtance of baptiſm, which I ſhall now men- 
tion, 1s that of the three thouſand on the day of 
Pentecoſt. They were all baptized, the ſame day, 
in which they were converted. It was nine o'clock 
in the forenoon, when Peter began his lengthy dif- 
courle. It cannot be ſuppoſed, that he ſhould finiſh 
his ſermon, and the converts ſhould go through the 
profeſſion of their faith, until paſt the middle of the 
day. And then there remained only five or fix hours, 
in which to baptize three thouſand perſons. Could 
all theſe be baptized, by immerſion, in this ſhort pe- 
riod ? Could five hundred be decently plunged in 
an hour ? which is more than eight in a minute. 
But it may be ſaid, that all the apoſtles were employ- 
ed at the ſame time in the ſame ſervice, at different 
| places. This is hardly ſuppoſable ; for inſtead of find- 
ing twelve proper places for immerſion, it will be 
difficult to find one. Where then were theſe multi- 
tudes immerſed ? Our Brethren ſuggeſt, it was at the 
— Temple. 


14 


there had been conveniences for immerſion at the 


Temple, it is very unlikely the rulers of the Temple 


would have granted Chriſtians the liberty of profan- 
ing it, by performing, what they deemed an unhal- 


| lowed rite. Beſides, the circumſtances of the con- 

verts were altogether unfavourable to immerſion. 
They had come from diſtant parts of the world, to 

celebrate a Jewiſh feſtival, without the leaſt knowl- 
edge of Chriſt, or of Chriſtian ordinances. There is 
no reaſon to ſuppoſe, therefore, that they either brought 


with them proper garments for immerſion, or that 


they could poſſibly borrow them of ſtrangers and en- 


emies. In a word, after conſidering the number of 


theſe converts, and all the circumſtances of their 
| baptiſm, I am conſtrained to believe, that the apoſ- 


tles, for once, baptized by ſprinkling. And if they 
once baptized in this mode, our Brethren will allow 


us to believe, that they always did; for they hold 
the proper mode of baptiſm to be eſſential to the or- 


dinance. But they deny, that the apoſtles ever, did 


baptize by ſprinkling, and therefore we will candidly 
attend to thoſe inſtances of baptiſm, which they al- 
lege to refute our opinion, and to eſtabliſh their own. 


They allege, that John always baptized by immerſion. 


Aut, if we examine the ſeveral inſtances of his baptizing 
diſtinctly, perhaps, it will appear otherwiſe. The firſt 
inſtance is related in theſe words: Jeruſalem and all 


Judea, and all the region round about- Jordan, went out 
to John, and were baptized of him in Jordan.” It is 
ene that * baptized by ne, becauſe it 


is 


Temple. But this they can only ſuggeſt, for there 
is not the leaſt proof, nor even probability of it. If 


bs 


is here ſaid, that he baptized in Jordan. To this it is 
eaſy to reply, the Greek prepoſition might have been 
properly rendered at. And if we read the text with 
this variation, that John baptized at Jordan, no idea 
of the mode of his baptizing will be ſuggeſted. 
We next read of his baptizing Chriſt. + Then 
cometh Jeſus from Galilee to Jordan unto. John, to 
be baptized of him. And Jeſus, when he was bap- 
| tized, went up ſtraightway out of the water.” If we 
| here read, as the original allows us to read, that he 
te went up ſtraightway From the water,” it will take 


1 all appearance of immerſion. 


T be laſt account of John's baptizing is . to 
Fer fill more plain and forcible in favor of plunging. 
For it is ſaid, John alſo was baptizing in Enon, 

near Salim; becauſe there was much water there: 
And they came, and were baptized.“ Enon lay a lit- 
tle this ſide of Jordan; John baptized both at Jordan 

and Enon, becauſe he preached there; and he preach- 

ed there, becauſe it was foretold, that he ſhould be 
« the voice of one crying in the wilderneſs.” This 

was doubtleſs the principal cauſe of his baptizing in 
Enon. But another reaſon was, becauſe there was 
much water there. And this might be a good reaſon 
for his baptizing there, though he baptized by affu- 

ſion or ſprinkling. For the multitudes, who attended 
| his preaching would, in that part of the country, re- 
quire much water for themſelves, and for the beaſts 
upon which they rode. And the original coincides 


with this ſuppoſition. For the Greek words rendered 
much water, might have been more properly and liter- 


ally tranſlated many waters, or little rivulets. And 
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theſe, travellers tell us, are the largeſt ſtreams now to 


be found in Enon. The two reaſons, which we have 


now ſuggeſted, are abundantly ſufficient to ac count for 
John's baptizing in Enon, without ſuppoſing that he 
n there, for the ſake of baptizing by immerſion. 


It only remains to examine the account of Philip's 
baplitidg..the Eunuch. It is ſaid, indeed, They 


vent down both into the water, both Philip and the 
Eunuch; and he baptized him. And when they were : 


come up out of the water, the Spirit of the Lord caught 


| away Philip.” As the water, no doubt, lay in a valley; 


ſo Philip and the Eunuch went down, to get to it, and 


went up, to get from it. But there is nothing in the 
text, as it ſtands in the original, to determine whether 
either of them went under water. And fince we can- 
not ſuppoſe that Philip did, we muſt ſuppoſe that the 


Eunuch did not; for the expreſſions, concerning both, 


are preciſely the ſame. They were both on a journey; 
they were both unprovided with proper clothes for go- 
ing into deep water; there is a total ſilence concern- 


ing their making the leaſt preparation for a decent 
immerſion; and, therefore, laying all the circumſtances 


together, the moſt fair and natural ſuppoſition is, that 


they both went into the edge of the water, juſt as they 


both were when they quitted the chariot, and Philip 
baptized the Eunuch, by affuſion or ſprinkling. 
On the whole, there is nothing, in the New Teſta- 


ment, to determine that either John, or Chriſt, or the 


Apoſtles, ever baptized any perſon, by immerſion. 


We find no inſtances of baptiſm, which appear to be 


inconſiſtent with ſprinkling ; but we find many, which 
—— to be inconſiſtent with plunging. We find no 


perſon 


A 
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perſon waiting for a more convenient tinie and piace 


for immerſion 3 but we find many perſons, who were 


| baptized at the very time and place, in which they be- 
Came believers, without the leaſt preparation of proper 


_ apparel for going into the water. We all know, that 


time, and place, and apparel, are very eſſential circum- | 


ſtances of plunging, but not of ſprinkling. A perſon 


may be baptized, by ſprinkling, at any place, whether 
at home or abroad; in any ſituation, whether in ſick- 
neſs or health; in any apparel, whether uſual or un- 
uſual; in any ſeaſon, whether cold or hot, whether wet 
or dry; and in any hour of the twenty four, whether 
morning, noon, or night. Sprinkling is a mode of 


baptizing, which is adapted to ell times, to all ſeaſons 


of the year, to all parts of the world, and to all cir- 
cumſtances of human life. The inſtitutions under the 
Law were calculated for a particular people, in a par- 
ticular climate; but the inſtitutions of the Goſpel are 
deſigned for all nations, in all places. And, in many 


places, plunging would be a greater yoke of bondage 
to Chriſtians, than the bloody rite of circumciſion was 
to the Jews. Hence, we have no reaſon to think, that 
our compaſſionate Saviour would inſtitute a ſtanding 
- ordinance, to be obſerved all over the world, which 
could not be adminiftered, in certain ſeaſons, to cer- 


tain perſons, without extreme difficulty and danger. 


But, though we have ſuppoſed, that there is but 


one ſcriptural mode of baptizing ; and though we 
have endeavored to ſhow, that affuſion or ſptinkling | 
is the only ſcriptural mode, yet we would, by no 


means, deny the validity of immerfion. The mode of 
«miniſtering a divine ordinance, is not eſſential to 
C the 


the validity of it. This all muſt allow, in certain Caſes, 


A marriage is valid, whether ſolemnized in the mode 
of the Epiſcopalians, or the Congregationaliſts, or the 
Friends. So a baptiſm 1s valid, though adminiſtered, 


either by immerſion or affuſion. It is the duty of 


Chriſtians, however, not only to obſerve the inſtitu- 


tions of Chriſt, but to obſerve them in the very mode, 


which he hath enjoined. He has undoubtedly reveal - 
ed his will, with ſufficient plainneſs, concerning the 


mode of baptiſm ; and it concerns every perſon to ſub- 


mit to his will, both in opinion and practice. And, 
perhaps, what we have now ſaid, may ſerve to aſſiſt 


ſome in diſcovering his will, in this particular point, 


which is by no means eſſential in its nature, but yet 


very important in its conſequences. 

I now proceed to inquire, 

II. To whom baptiſm is to be adminiſtered. 

Our Brethren agree with us in maintaining, wha 
they are pleaſed to call, believers' baptiſm. But they 


differ from us in denying the duty and propriety of 
adminiſtering this ordinance to the Infant Seed of 


believers. Here the point of difference between us 


is ſerious and important. Let us, therefore, attend to 


it, with proper ſeriouſneſs and candor. 
But, before we proceed to offer any arguments, to 


determine on which fide of this queſtion the truth 


lies, it may be proper to premiſe in general, that there 


is nothing in Scripture direftly againſt infant baptiſm. 
Thoſe who deny it, profels to deny it upon negative 


evidence. They never pretend to ſay, that believers 


are forbidden to baptize their infant ſeed. But, if 


there be no direct evidence againſt infant baptiſm, and 


ſome 
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ſome poſitive evidence in favor of it, then every im. 
partial perſon muſt, at leaſt, lean towards the dofttrine, 
though he may meet with ſome ſeeming difficulties. 
It is no direct evidence againſt the duty of baptiz- 
ing infants, that Chriſt required the Apoſtles tb bap- 
tize profeſſed believers. It is true, he required the 
Apoſtles to © go into all the world, and preach the 
goſpel to every creature,” adding, “ he that believe!h 
und is baptized ſhall be ſaved : But he that belicyeth 
not ſhall be damned,” But his omitting to mention 
infants, in this commiſſion, is no more a direct evi- 
dence, that he meant to exclude them from the ordi- 
nance of baptiſm, than that he meant to exclude them 
from the enjoyment of heaven. For, it is as expreſſ. 
1y faid, that thoſe who do net believe ſhall be damned, 
as that thoſe who do believe and are baptized ſhall be 


ſaved. But, who will ſuppoſe, that he meant to in- : 


clude infants among thoſe, who did not believe and 
ſhould not be ſaved ? The truth is, Chriſt bad before 
intimated, that infants might be ſaved ; and, in this 
commiſſion, he directs the Apoſtles to preach to thoſe, 
who were capable of underſtanding the Goſpel, and to 
baptize thoſe, who profeſſed to believe it. Hence, 
there is no propriety in urging belzevers' baptiſm, as a 
direct argument againſt infant baptiſm. 

Again, it is no direct evidence againſt the duty of 
bing infants, that they are incapable of under- 
ſtanding the nature and deſign of the ordinance. 
There is no duty lies upon infants to be baptized: 
If there be any duty in the caſe, it lies upon their 
parents. And their parents are capable of under: 


ſtanding the nature and deſign of baptiſm ; and by 


giv ing 5 


giving up their infant ſeed to God, according to his 
on appointment, may not only do their own duty, 
but eſſentially promote the ſpiritual and eternal good 
of their dear and precious offspring. 

Again, it is no direct evidence againſt the duty of 


baptizing infants, that their parents are unable to diſ- 


cover what good purpoſe can be anſwered by their 


| baptiſm. In this reſpe&, infant baptiſm is exatly | 
ſimilar to infant circumciſion ; A Jewiſh parent was 
as ignorant of the particular benefit of infant circum- 


Ciſion, as a Chriſtian parent now is of the particular 


| benefit of infant baptiſm. But our ignorance of the 
reaſons or benefits of divine inſtitutions, does, by no 
means, diſſolve our obligation ta obſerve them. It 
is always our duty to obey the known will of God, 


though we are unable to diſcern the ground of his 


requiſitions, or the benefit of our obedience. | 
Once more, the want of an expreſs precept for in. 
: fant baptiſm is no direct argument againſt it. It may 
be a duty for believers to baptize their infant feed, 
though it is not commanded, in ſa many words, We 
bave no expreſs command for keeping the firſt day of 
the week as the Sabbath. We have no expreſs. com- 
mand for family prayer. And we have no expreſs pre- 
_ cept, nor example, for admitting females to the ſacra- 
ment of the Lord's ſupper. But our Brethren make a 
praddtice of praying in their families, of keeping the firſt 
day of the week as holy time, and of admitting females 
to the Lord's table. Hereby they practically acknowl- 
edge the obligation of performing theſe poſitive duties, 
| though not enjoined by any poſitive precept. Why 
then may not ve be as conlitent, in believing and 
practiſing 
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prafiifing infant baptifm, though not required to do it 
by any poſitive precept, as they and we be in believ- 
ing and practiſing other poſitive duties, without any 

| poſitive command? Our Brethren, therefore, have no 
right, from the nature of the caſe, nor from their own 


. 
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praQice, to conſider the want of expreſs precept, as a 
bar to our inquiry concerning the propriety of bap- F 
tizing infants. Hence, the way lies fairly open to con- ö 
fider what may be found in favor of baptizing the in- bl 
fant ſeed of believers ; and if there be any arguments 1 
in favor of this practice, they ought to have their full J 
weight. Let us, then, without any bias from educa- 1 


tion on the one hand; and vithout any party preju- 

dice on the other, impartially attend to what may be 
offered in ſupport of the almoſt univerſal, and the ab- 10 
ſolutely immemorial, practice of the Chriſtian 1 - 1 


Here I would obſerve, hk 
1. That baptiſm comes in the place of circumci- i 
fion ; from which it is very natural to conclude, that | 
it ought to be applied, as that was, to the infant ſeed | | 


of believers. Circumcifion was an appendage of the 
covenant of grace; that is to ſay, circumciſion was a 
duty enjoined upon b'elievers only. We are told, 
that circumcifion was the feal of the righteouſneſs of 
faith to Abraham, or a duty enjoined upon him as 4 
real ſaint. But when Chriſt came into the world, he 
took away this appendage of the covenant. of grace, 
and inftituted baptiſm in the room of it. He might, 
indeed, have aboliſhed circumciſion, without inſtitut- 
ing baptiſm, or any other ordinance, to ſupply its 
place. And, ſuppoſing he had done this, no perſon 
in the world, perhaps, would have thought of haptiz- 
| ing 
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ing either infants or adults. For the aboliſhing of 
one ordinance can never be conſidered as the inſti- 
tuting of another. We do not pretend, therefore, to 
derive the inſtitution of baptiſm from the inſtitution 
of circumciſion ; nor to plead, that believers now 
ought to baptize their infant ſeed, becauſe they were 
once required to circumciſe them. All we mean to 
Hay here is, that fince circumciſion has been aboliſhed, 
and baptiſm has been inſtituted in its room, therefore 
it is reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that baptiſm may be applied 
do the ſame ſubjects to which circumciſion was appli- 
ed. We do not pretend to aſſert, that this muſt be 
the caſe. For when Chriſt aboliſhed circumciſion, 
he might have inſtituted the baptiſm of adults only, 
and not the baptiſm of infants. But if he had actual- 
1y done this, it is reaſonable to ſuppoſe that he would 
have expreſsly excluded infants from the ordinance, or 
virtually excluded them from it, by expreſsly confin- 
ing it to thoſe of adult years. There is the more rea- 
ſon to think, that Chriſt would have been more ex- 
plicit in excluding infants from baptiſm, if he had meant 
to exclude them, becauſe believers had been ſo long 
uſed to the devoting of their infant ſeed to God, by a 
facred rite, and were ſo extremely fond of the prattice. 
But, to return from this digreſſion, if it be one, 
we have ſaid, that baptiſm comes in the place of cir- 
cumciſion. The truth of this aſſertion appears from 
two conſiderations. One is, that baptiſm ſigniſies the 
ſame thing that circumciſion % gnified. Circumciſion 
feignified the renovation of the heart, and baptiſm /ig- 
nifies the waſhing of regeneration. This reſemblance 
betwegn baptiſm and circumciſion plainly intimates, 
that 
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that baptiſm. ſupplies the place of circumciſion. Be- 
ſides, baptiſm is the appointed pre-requilite of admiſſion 
into the viſible church, under the Goſpel, juſt as cir. 
cumciſion was the appointed pre-requiſite of admiſſion 
into the viſible church, under the Law. The viſible 


church has always been the ſame, that is, compoſed ; 


of viſible ſaints. The members of the Jewiſh church 


were profeſſors of godlineſs, as much as the mem 


bers of the Chriſtian church. The viſible church of 


God has been, in all ages, a ſociety of viſible believers. 


Under the Law, none could be admitted into the viſi- 


ble church, without being circumciſed ; and, under 
the Goſpel, none can be admitted into the viſible 
church, without being baptized. In this important 
reſpect, baptiſm certainly ſerves the ſame purpole, that 
circumcifion did; and, therefore, in this important re- 


| ſpeR, it cones comes in the place of circumciſion. 
| Now this analogy between circumciſion and bap- 
tiſm affords a plain preſumptive argument in favor of 
baptizing the infant ſeed of believers. We know to 


whom circumciſion was to be applied. Believing pa- 


rents were to circumciſe their children and all under 


their care. Thus Abraham, according to the divine : 
command, firſt circumciſed himſelf, then Iſhmael his 


ſon, and then all that were born in his houſe, or bought 


with his money. And his poſterity, in the line of Iſaac, 


continued to circumciſe their male infants and male 


proſelytes, until the coming of Chriſt, who aboliſhed. 


that inſtitution, and appointed baptiſm to ſupply its 


place. But if baptiſm comes in the place of circum- 


cifion to adults, why not to infants ? We can think of 
no reaſon from the nature of the caſe, and we can find 


none 
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none given in the New Teſtament, why baptiſm ſhould 
not be adminiſtered to infants as well as to adults. 
Suppoſing Chriſt had ſaid to the apoſtles, « Go ye and 


teach all nations, 6aptizing them, inſtead of circumriſ. 
ing them,” would they not have naturally concluded, 
from the well known extent of circumciſion, that they 


were to baptize, not only believers, but alſo their in · 
fant ſeed? And would they not have given us the very 
| ſame accounts of their practice, which we now find re- 


corded in the New Teſtament, that they baptized ſuch 


an one, and his houſehold, and ſach an one, and all his? 
Does not analogy lead us te reaſon in this manner, in 
another inſtance of inſtituted duty? Do we not ſup- 
pole, that the firſt day of the week now comes in the 


place of the ſeventh ? And do we not conclude, from 
this ſingle circumſtance, that the firſt day of the week 
is of the ſame duration as the ſeyenth, and to be employ- 


ed in the ſame kind of public and private devotion ? 


Any argument drawn from analogy has weight, in pro- 


portion to the degree of analogy from which it is drawn. 
In this caſe, the degree of analogy between baptiſm 


and circumciſion is very great ; and therefore there is 


great reaſon to conclude, that baptiſm, which takes the 
place of circumciſion, is to be adminiſtered, as that 


was, not only to believers, but alſo to their infant ſeed. 


This leads me to obſerve, 


2. That it appears, from ſeveral inſtances of the A- 


 poltles' condutt, that they baptized ſome, on account 
of the faith of others. It has been juſt obſerved, that 
their commiſſion to baptize the converts to Chriſtian- 


ity would naturally lead them to adminiſter baptiſm 


to the ſame ſubjefts, to which circumciſion had for- 


merly 
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 mietly been applied, unleſs they were directed to the 
contrary. And the accounts of their baptizing exact- 
ly correſpond with this ſuppoſition. For, they bap- 
| tized, not only believers, but their families on their 
account, as we do at this day. It is true, we read of 
their baptizing many individuals on their own ac- 
count; but in ſuch inſtances, there is no intimation 
of their having families ; or if they had, there is no 
Intimation of their families being preſent, when they 


were baptized. We find not a ſingle inſtance of 
| their baptizing the head of a family, and yet negleQ- 


ing to baptize the children or ſervants, becauſe they 


were not believers. But, whenever we read of their 


| baptizing a maſter or miſtreſs, we alſo read of their 
baptizing all under his or her care. Let us conſider 


two remarkable inſtances of this kind, which are re- 


lated in this chapter. The firſt inſtance is the baptiſm 
of Lydia and her houſehold. The account, which 


the Apoſtles themſelves give of it, is this: * And 


there was a certain woman, named Lydia, a ſeller of 


purple of the city of Thyatira, which worſhipped God, 
heard us, whoſe heart the Lord opened, that ſhe at- 
tended to the things which were ſpoken of Paul. And 
when ſhe was baptized, and her houſehold, ſhe be- 
ſought us, ſaying, If ye have judged me to be faichful 


to the Lord, come into my houſe, and abide there.” 


According to this reprefentation, it appears that Lyd- 
ia's houſehold were baptized wholly on her account. 


It is ſaid, that /he both heard and believed the Goſpel ; 

but it is not ſaid, that ey either heard or believed it. 
Nay, it is very plainly ſuggeſted in the 12th verſe, 
that they were not preſent when Paul preached. © And 
| BD 7 on 
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on the Sabbath we went out of the city by a river fide, 
where prayer was wont to be made, and we fat down 
and ſpake unto the women which reſorted thither,” 
None but women, it ſeems, heard Paul preach, and 
none but Lydta's heart was opened to receive the 
truth in love. And, from this, we may fairly con- 
_ clude, that her houſehold neither heard, nor embrac- _ 
ed the Goſpel ; and, of conſequence, that they were 
baptized, not on their own, but ſolely on her account. 
The baptiſm of the Jailor and of his family is very 
circumſtantially related in our context. When he had 
brought the Apoſtles out of priſon, “ he faid, Sirs, 
what muſt I do to be ſaved ? And they ſaid, Believe 
on the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and thou ſhalt be ſaved, 
and zhy houſe, And they ſpake unto him the word 
ol the Lord, and to all that were in his houſe. And 
he took them, the ſame hour of the night, and waſhed 
their ſtripes ; and was baptized, he and all his, ſtraight- 
way. And when he had brought them into his houſe, 
he ſet meat before them, and rejoiced, believing in 
God with all his houſe.” The Apoſtles here ſpeak the 
language of the former diſpenſation, in promiſing ſal- 


| vation to the Jailor and /zs houſe, on the condition of 


his believing. And Chriſt addrefled Zacheus in the 

fame ſtyle. „ Jeſus ſaid unto him, This day is falva- 
tion come to this houſe, for fo much as he alſo is a ſon 
of Abraham.” Such expreſſions as theſe plainly fug- 


geſt, that the faith of parents is of ſome peculiar ſpirit- 


ual advantage to their children and houſcholds. The 
Apoſtles language to the Failor, therefore, perfectly 
accords with their conduct towards him, in baptizing 
his family on his account. There is not a ſingle cir- 

•55HV ok 0 cumſtance 
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cumſtance related, which indicates, that his family were 
believers. Though the Apoſtles preached to all in bis 


houſe, that is, to all the ſpectators collected on that ex- 


traordinary occaſion ; yet he is diſtinguiſhed from all 


the reſt, as the only perſon awakened, convinced, and 


converted. I know it is faid, in our tranſlation, that 
tc he rejoiced, believing in God with all his houſe.” But 


according to the original it is, -e rejoiced in every 


part of the houſe belizving in God.“ This repreſents 
him as feeling and acting, with great propriety, aſter he 

had devoted himſelf and his family to the ſervice of his 
Maker, agreeably to the divine ipflitution. The molt 


critical and candid examination of this whole tranſac- 


tion, can diſcover no evidence, that apy perſon believ- 
ed but the Jailor, and, therefore, we muſt conclude, 


that his family were baptized entirely on h:s account. 


It may now be proper to make a few plain and obvi- 
ous remarks upon theſe two inſtances of houſchold bap- 
tiſm, which we have juſt been confidering. And here, 


77s Firſt, If theſe families actually bclieved, and were 


baptiſed on their own account, then there was as 

much reaſon, at leaſt, for relating their faith, as relat- 

ing the faith of Lydia and of the Jailor. Nay, 
Secondly, There was a great deal more reaſon for re- 


lating the faith of theſe families, than the faith of the 


heads of them. For, if each of theſe families were con- 


verted at once, it was a remar kable diſplay of divine 
grace. No other inſtances of the ſame kind can be 
found in the Bible. We there find many inſtances 
of pious parents' having very wicked and rebellious 
children ; but we find'not a fingle inſtance of a pious 
parent's having bis whole family converted at once. 

Such 
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Such inſtances of the converſion of houſeholds are con- 


trary to God's uſual diſpenſations of grace. It has al- 


ways been his common method, to take one and to leave 
another ; to take one of a family, and two of a city, 
and lead them to Zion. If the whole, in each of theſe 


families, therefore, had been converted at once, their 
converſion would have been worthy of tranſmiſſion to 
all future ages. Their faith would have been far more 
remarkable, than their baptiſm. But the inſpired hiſtori- 
an has related their baptiſm, without the leaſt intimation 
ol their faith ; which is a ſtrong preſumptive evidence, 
that they were not believers. This leads me to add, 


Thirdly, That their baptiſm is related, in juſt ſuch a 


manner, as we might have expettec, had they not been 
'believers. If only Lydia believed, and her houſe- 
hold were baptized on her account, then it was proper 
to mention her faith, and ſay nothing more about her 
kouſekold, than barely that they were baptized. And 
if only the Jailor believed, then it was proper to men- 


tion his faith, and fimply mention the baptiſm of his 


family. This is juſt ſuch an account as we might 


have expected in the caſe of infant baptiſm. Should 
a Miſhonary among the natives of this country, give 


us an account of his baptizing belieyers and their 

_ children, he would naturally ſay, that he baptized 
ſuch a man, and has houſehold, and ſuch an one, and all 
jus. He would not think it neceſſary to call the chil- 


dren or ſervants by name, nor to fay any thing about 
their believing or not believing. But were he to 


give an account of the baptiſm of a whole family, . 


who were all converted at once, he would think it 
very Proper to mention their converſion before their 
baptiſm 3; 
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| baptiſm ; or at leaſt, he would think it very improper, f 
to mention their baptiſm, and wholly omit the account [ 
of their converſion, which was far more remarkable 1 
and intereſting. If the inſpired writer had told us, j 


that Lydia and all her houſehold were converted, we 
might have juſtly inferred from it, that they were all | 
baptized. Or, if he had told us, that the Jailor and 
all his were believers, we might have juſtly concluded, 
that they were all admitted to baptiſm. But we have 
no right, on the contrary, to infer that theſe families 
were all believers, merely becauſe the inſpired writer 
has told us, that they were all bagtized. Indeed, there 
zs not the leaſt poſitive evidence in favor of the faith 
of theſe families, but the higheſt probability, or moral 
certainty, that they were not believers, And if they 
were not believers, then it is certain, that they were 
not baptized on their own account, but on account of 
their parents, or of thoſe who had the care of their ed- 
ucation. Whether there were any infants in theſe 
familics is a queſtion foreign from our preſent argu- 
ment, which wholly turns upon the repreſentation of 
ſome being baptized on the account of others. If the 
Jailor's and Lydia's houſeholds were ſervants, ard bap- 
tized on their maſter's and mſtreſs's account, this is a 
ſufficient evidence, that the Apoſtles baptized the infants 
of believing parents, If theſe two inſtances of houſe- 
hold baptiſm be fully and fairly conſidered, they muſt . 
appear to be as plain examples of infant baptiſm, as 
it is reaſonable to ſuppoſe, the Apoſtles would have 
left us, in caſe they had made 1t their univerſal prac- 
tice, to baptize the infant ſeed of believers. To 
ſtrengthen this argument, and to confirm the main 
1 5 point, 


| 
| 
4 
| 


point, which we are laboring to elavliſh, 1 would 


oblerve, 


3. That if the Apoſtles had not panized the chil- 
dren of believing parents, the Jews would have bitter- 


ly complained of their conduct. The Jews ſeverely 
complained of the Apoſtles, for preaching againſt the 
rites and ceremonies of the Moſaic diſpenſation. They 
ſtoned Stephen for maintaining, that the law of Moſes 
was not perpetual, but deſigned to give way to the ſu- 


perior diſpenſation of the Goſpel. They often com- 
plained of the Goſpel, as being inconſiſtent with, and 


ſubverſive of, the genius and ſpirit of their written law. 


« We know,” ſay they, ec that God fpak e unto Moſes.” © 


But they could not bear the Goſpel, which they thought 


was contrary to Moſes writings. ' Accordingly, the 
Apoſtle Paul wrote his Epiſtles to the Corinthians, Ga- 


latians, and Hebrews, to remove the objections, which 
the ſeus raiſed againſt the Goſpel, as contradicting and 


abrogating the Moſaic economy. But we never hear 
the Jews complaining, that their children were injur- 


ed, by being cut off from an ancient privilege, with. 


out receiving, in its room, any equivalent advantage. 


This is ahogether- unaccountable, if the Apoſtles re- 


fuſed to baptize their children, inſtead of eireumciſing 
them. For, they held circumciſion in the higheſt el. 


timation, and even founded their hopes of heaven up- 


on it. They ſignified to our Saviour, that they ex- 
petcd to be ſaved, by virtue of being the ſeed of A- 
braham, and the ſubjeQs of circumciſion. They could 
no more bear to give up the circumcifion of their 


children, than they could bear to give up their ſalva- 
tion, without ſome ſubſtitute in the room of that prec- 
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tous, and, in their view, ſaving ordinance. If the A- 
poſtles, therefore, had refuſed to admit their children, 
not only to circumciſion, but to baptiſm, they would 
have loudly complained of their conduct. They 
would have viewed them as ſhutting their infants out 
of the kingdom of heaven. Why then did they not 
complain? The only probable reaſon is, that the A- 


poſtles actually bapt:zed their infants, inſtead of circum- 


ciſing them. This, and nothing ſhort of this, could 


have reconciled them to the Goſpel, in ſuperſeding 


their long and darling privilege of circumciſion. We 


muſt, therefore, in this caſe, either diſbelieve the voice 


of nature, or believe that the Apoſtles maintained and 


practiſed infant baptiſm. And now, to finiſh this train 


of reaſoning, I would obſerve once more, 
4. That infant baptiſm has been the te 0 


1 of the Chriſtian Church, from the time of the 
Apoſtles to the preſent day. There is no one fact bet- 


ter eſtabliſhed, by eccleſiaſtical hiſtory, than the orig- 
inal and uninterrupted practice of infant baptiſm in the 


Chriſtian world. Doctor Moſheim, who gives us a 
very particular account of the religious rites, and cer- 


emonies, and doftrines, and diſputes, and diviſions in 
the Chriſtian Church, never mentions any period of 


time, from the Apoſtles days down to the preſent cen- 


tury, when Chriſtians in general, either diſbelieved the 


dodtrine, or diſcontinued the practice of infant baptiſm. 


Though the primitive churches were very early cor- 
rupted by errors, and torn by diſputes and diviſions ; 


yet they all agreed in reſpe to the duty and practice 
of baptizing the children of believing parents. And 
they were ſo far from diſputing about the doQrine of 


infant 
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infant baptiſm, that they made uſe of this doctrine td 


eſtabliſh another, of very great importance in the 


Chriſtian ſcheme. Origen, who lived within a little 


more than an hundred years after the Apoſtles, not 


only aſſerted infant baptiſm to have been the conſtant 


uſage of Chriſtians ; but made uſe of it, to prove the 


moral depravity of infants. Auſtin, near two hundred 
years afterwards, brought the practice of baptizing in- 


fants, to prove the doctrine of original ſin; and though 


Pelagius, his antagoniſt, ſelt himſelf pinched with the 
argument, yet he durſt not deny the duty and practice 
of infant baptiſm. Beſides, there was a Council called, 


about the middle of the third century, at Carthage in 


Africa, conſiſting of above fifty Biſhops, for the pur- 
poſe of determining, whether infants might be baptiz- 
ed before they were eight days old, according to the 


law of circumciſion. And the Council unanimouſly 5 
agreed, that the baptiſm of infants was not confined, like 


their former circumciſion, to any particular day. Such 
clear and ſtrong evidence there is, that infant baptiſm 
has been the uninterrupted practice of Chriſtians in gen- 
clral, from the days of the Apoſtles to the preſent day. 


Now the queſtion is, How was it poſſible for the 
Chriſtian Church to eſtabliſh this practice, unleſs they, 


at firſt, derived it from the preaching and example of 
the Apoſtles ? If the Apoſtles baptized the infant ſeed 
of believers, then all the churches, which they planted, 
were originally eſtabliſhed in the belief and practice 

of infant baptiſm. And this belief and practice they 
would naturally tranſmit to all the churches deſcend- 
ing ſrom, and connected with them, from age to age, 


to the end of time. In this way, it is eaſy to account 
. EREGETLEDT 
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forthe uninterrupted practice of infant baptiſm in be 


Chriſtian Church, from the beginning to this day. 
But if, on the other hand, the Apoſtles themſelyes did 
not baptize the children of believing parents, nor teach 


their followers to do it; then.all the churchas, which 
they planted, were; what we ſhould now call, Baptiſ. 


Churches, Theſe primitive churches were very nu- 


The Apoſtles went among various nations, and into 


very diſtant parts of the earth, and planted churches 


in all the countries, and in moſt of the eities, where 


| _ canes. the Golpel; The church ;at Rome, Cor- 
| inth, Galatia, Colaſſe, and Theſſalonica, as well as the 
ſeven churches of Aſia, were become famous before 


the death of ſeveral of the Apoſtles. This appears 


from the Epiſtles which the Apoſtles wrote to them, 
and the account which they give of their numbers, 
their ſupernatural.gifts, and their doGrinal.knowledge. 


And inaſmuch as they were ſurrounded by many ma- 
lignant and cunning enemies, it greatly concerned 
them to be well acquainted with the :dottrines and du- 
ties of Chriſtianity, that they might be better able to 


convince gainſayers, and defend their Chriſtian prin- 
ciples and pradtices againſt the objections of ſubtil;in- 
fidels. They were themſelvesſo ſenſihle of. this, that, 
in ſome inſtances, they applied to the Apoſtles for in- 


formation; and ithe Apoſtles were: ſo ſenſible of this, 


that, in other caſes, they gave them info rmation, , ih- 


out their application or requeſt. 

The two ſpecial· ordinances of - baptiſm and the 
Lord's ſupper, ſerved more than any: ſpeculative oc- 
tines, to diſtinguiſh Chriſtians from the ;reſt:of:the 


E world, 


merous, and ſcattered over great part of the world. 
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world, and to expoſe them to the acht and oppo- 
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fition of their enemies. And this would naturally ex- 


eite the Apoſtles to be very careful, in giving them 
Juſt and clear ĩdeas of theſe two peculiar inſtitutions. 
Accordingly, the Apoſtle Paul took particular pains 
to rectify the miſtaken views, and diforderly:conduQ, 
of the Corinthians, in attending the Lord's ſupper. 
And if this, or any other church, had been ignorant, 
or erroneous, reſpecting the mode or ſubjects of Chriſ- 
tian baptiſm, we may vell ſuppoſe, that he, or ſome 
other of the Apoſtles, would have taken proper meaſ- 
ures, to remove their ignorance, or reQify their mif- 
takes. But we find no church either aſking or re- 
ceiving any inſtructions concerning the mode or ſub- 
| jefts of baptiſm. It is, therefore, to be preſumed, 
that the Apoſtles, at their death, left all the churches, 
' which they had planted, well inſtructed, and well unit- 
ed, in reſpett to this divine inſtitution. They were 


all, no doubt, built on the foundation of the Apoſtles' 
doftrine and practice. If the Apoſtles were Baptiſts, 


they were Baptiſts, If the Apoſtles never baptized in- 
fants, none of the churches, in their day, baptized infants, 


The great and intereſting queſtion now returns, with 


| peculiar force, When did the practice of infant bap- 


tiſm begin? This no Anabaptilt has ever preſumed to 


determine. Doctor Gill allows, that infant baptiſm 
Vas the general practice of the Chriſtian Church, from 


the third to the eleventh century. There remains, 


therefore, only three hundred years for the introduc- 


tion and univerſal ſpread of infant baptiſm. In which 


of theſe three centuries, then, did the practice begin? 


Was the practice introduced i in the firſt denn ? No 
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man can tell. Was the practice introduced in the fec- 
ond century? No man can tell. Was the prattice 
Introduced in the third century ? No man can tell. 
But our Brethren can tell, that the praQtice was be. 
come general in the cloſe of the third century. 
Now can we ſuppoſe, that the practice of infant bap- 
tiſm did begin in the third century ? By no means. 
For, this would be to ſuppoſe, chat all the churches, 


which had been planted, in the courſe of two hundred 


years, did, in the courſe of leſs than one hundred 
years, become univerſally corrupt, in reſpect to one 


ol the ſpecial ordinances of the goſpel. This is much 


too ſhort a period, for the introduction and univerſal | 


ſpread of ſuch a n innovation and error in the 
_ Chriſtian Church. | 


Again, can we et that the praflice of, 9 


baptiſm began in the ſecond century? This cannot be 
reaſounhly ſuppoſed. For, this ſuppoſition carries the 


innovation and corruption till nearer to the times, the 


example, and the influence of the Apoſtles, If no in- 


fant had ever been baptized in the beginning of the 
ſecond century, then the practice of the Apoſtles, the 
univerſal practice of the churches, and the total ſilence 
of the New Teſtament, were all againſt introducing in- 
fant baptiſm. And how could theſe great. obſtacles be 
ſurmounted ? The firſt propoſers of the innovation and 
hereſy, had no arguments from the reaſon of things, 
nor from the nature and neceſſity of the caſe, to en- 
force their unſcriptural, unapoſtolical, uneccleſiaſtical 
opinion. Wich what motives, or ar guments, then, 
could they prevail over the univerſal tradition, and 
univerſal prejudice againſt infant baptiſm? The church. 
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_ hatthe difficulties increaſe, as we approach nearer and 
"nearer to the luminous times of the Apoſtles, In the 
firſt century, eſpecially in the beginning, the middle, or 
even in the latter part of it, there were living witneffes 
Fe the practice of the Apoſtles, who could have teſti- 


fed, from their on perfonal knowledge, that the Apoſ- 
Yes 


2 


es all knew their preſent praftice, and the more intel- 
ligent and well informed among them knew, either by 


biſtory or tradition, the practice of the Apoſtles ; how | 
then could ſuch perſons be led into error and delu- 
ſion, in fo plain a caſe ? It required no ſuperior learn- 
ing, nor acute diſcernment, to determine whether in- 


fants were proper ſubjeQs of baptiſm. The only queſ- 


tions were, What ſaith the Scripture ? What ſaid the 


| Apoſtles ? What ſaid their praQtice ? And what ſays 
the preſen! practice of all the Chriſtian world? Theſe, 


according to the opinion of our Brethren, all faid, 
with one voice, Infants are not to be baptized. In 
ſuch a caſe, what could it avail for one man, or for a 

few individuals, to ſay, that infants ought to be bap- 


tized as well as adults? It is true, indeed, the bare 
Opinion, or the plauſible arguments, of one great and 
reſpectable man, may poſſibly lead a thouſand perſons 


into error, upon ſome nice and difficult point; but 


the opinion and arguments of the greateſt and beſt of 
men could have had no great weight upon a ſubject, 
which reſted ſolely on the practice of the church, and 


the example of the Apoſties. There were, therefore, 
inſurmountable difficulties in the way of introducing 
infant baptiſm in the ſecond century. 

It only remains to inquire, whether i it could hace 
been introduced in the inſt. Here it is eaſy to fee, 


„ 


: Hes did not baptize infants. And all the moſt ſincere, 


devout, and conſcientious Chriſtians, in this enlighten- 


ed century, would have been extremely attached to 


the authority and example of the Apoſtles, and would 
have loudly objeQtied againſt introducing any novelty, 


contrary to their ſacred opinion and prafticg. It is 
hardly poſſible, therefore, to conceive, that infant bap- 


tiſm ſhould have been introduced, in any part of the 


firſt century, if any individuals, however great and 
learned, had been bold and corrupt enough to atlempe it. 
And now it is time to obſerve, that, as there is no 


evidence to prove, that infant baptiſm was actually in- 
troduced, in either the firſt, ſecond, or third century; 


ſo there is no evidence to prove, that it was even ſo 


much as attempted. This is remarkable indeed! 
Though we might ſuppoſe, it was poſſible to have in- 


troduced infant baptiſm into all the churches, in the 
courſe. of the three firſt centuries; yet we cannot ſup- 
poſe, it was poſlible to have introduced it without 


raiſing any controverſy, or diſpute about it, among 
_ Chriſtians. If it was an innovation and error, it muſt 
have been. introduced gradually, and by means of 


preaching, converſing, and diſputing. All innovations, 
errors, and hereſies, are always introduced by fome 


of theſe methods. No body, or bodies of men, ever” 
changed either their political or religious ſentiments. 
all at once, without warm and lengthy diſputes. This, 


however, we know was the caſe, with reſpect to the 
introduttion of the errors and hereſies, which cor- 
rupted and diſturbed the churches, in the early ages 
of Chriſtianity, The errors introduced by Sabellius, 
Arius, and Pelagius, excited great commotions as well 
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as long and warm diſputes, in the churches of Chriſt, 


And if infant baptiſm had been an innovation, and a 
corruption of one of the peculiar ordinances of the 
Goſpel, it could- not have been introduced, in thoſe 
early times, among Chriſtians, without raiſing ſimilar 
diſputes, commotions, and diviſions. But, ſtrange to 
ſay ! the pen of kiſtory has not tranſmitted to us the 


leaſt intimation of any public diſpute about the doc- 
trine of infant baptiſm ; though it has recorded a dif- 
pute of far leſs conſequence, reſpecting the proper 


time of baptizing infants. Dr. Moſheim has not only 


mentioned the principal errors and hereſies, which 
; prevailed i in the firſt, ſecond, and third century, but 


even given us the names of the moſt noted heretics, 


and of their moſt noted antagoniſts. He has related 


the times when, and the places where, thoſe errors 
and hereſies took their riſe ; and, in ſeveral inſtances, 


marked ann of their decline and ex- 
tinction. In particular, he tells us when, and where; 
and by whom, the diſputes about the Trinity, about wy 
the law of Moſes, about the perſonal reign of Chriſt 


on earth, about the baptiſm of heretics, and about uni- 


verſal ſalvation, were carried on, in the four firſt cen- 
turies, the very period when, our Brethren ſay, infant 
baptiſm muſt have been introduced, if it were not of 
divine original. But yet this ſame judicious and faith- 
ful hiſtorian, never tells us when, nor where, nor by 


whom, infant baptiſm was introduced into the Church 
of Chriſt, after the days of his Apoſtles ; nor fays a 
ſingle word about the cauſe, or conſequences, of ſuch 


a great and intereſting innovation. Intereſting, I ſay, 
becauſe, if infant baptiſm had been an innovation, it 


would 
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_ would have had a greater tendency to diſturb the peace 
and unity of the churches, than any other innovation, 
which took place in the primitive- days of Chriſtianity. 
Diſputes about doArines, or points of ſpeculation, 
may riſe high and continue long, without throwing 
churches into tumults and diviſions ; but theſe unhap- 


py conſequences naturally flow from diſputes about 
 prafiical ſubjects. This may be clearly illuſtrated by 


a diſpute very near akin to infant baptiſm ; I mean 


the diſpute about the rebaptizing of heretics. This 
_ diſpute aroſe in the third century, in the church of 
Rome, by the means of Novatian, a preſbyter of un- 
common learning, eloquence, and apparent fanttity ; 


it occaſioned the calling of an Eccleſiaſtical Council; 


and it finally produced a ſeparation in the Chriſtian | 


Church, which continued two hundred years. Now, if 
infant baptiſm had been an innovation, introduced by 
Tome ſuch aſpiring heretic, would it not have raiſed as 


warm and long diſputes, as this practical error of rebap- 
_ tizing heretics ; and produced as great confuſions and 


diviſions in the Church of Chriſt ? And if ſuch diſ- 


cords and contentions had ariſen, can we ſuppoſe, they 


would not have made as conſpicuous a figure on the 
page of hiſtory, as the animoſity and buſtle about a far 
more trifling error? But what hiſtory informs us of a 


ſingle controverſy, commotion, or ſeparation in the 
Chriſtian Church, in the firſt and pureſt ages of it, with 


reſpe to the riſe, progreſs, or effects, of infant baptiſm ? 
Or what hiſtory tells us when, or where, or by whom, 
infant baptiſm was palmed upon the Chriſtian world ? 
The ſilence of all hiſtory upon theſe points, amounts 
to a moral certainty, that infant baptiſm was not in- 

troduced 
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troduced into the church of Chriſt, in any period of 
the three firſt centuries aſter the Apoſtles ; and, of 
conſequence, that it was derived from the opinion 
and practice of the Apoſtles themſelves. 

If ve derive the origin of infant baptiſm from this 
pure ſource, all ſacred and profane hiſtory, reſpecting 
this ſubjeQ, will appear plain and conſiſtent, from 
Abraham to Chriſt, and from Chriſt to this day. A- 

braham, the father of the faithful, circumciſed infants.; 
his deſcendants continued in the practice to the Gol- 
pel day; then they made no complaint, that their 

children were injured, by the introduction of bap- 
tiſm ; the Apoſtles baptized believers and their houſe- 
holds; and the practice of houſehold baptiſm has con- 
tinued, through all the ages and changes of the Chriſ. 
tian church; from the Apoſtles! days to the preſent 
time. Theſe are plain and confiſtent facts, which car- 
ry the moſt unexceptionable evidence in favor of in- 
fant baptiſm. A ſtanding ordinance is calculated to 
carry its own evidence with it, as long as it exiſts, If 
the Apoſtles were enjoined by Chriſt to baptize infants, 
their practice in baptizing them, was calculated to per- 
petuate the practice, from time to time, and from age 
to age, to the end of the world. This uninterrupted 
practice of infant baptiſm, therefore, carries its on 


evidence of its divine original. 


nis extremely difficult for me to conceive, how 
any perſon can bring himſelf to believe, that all the 
churches planted by the Apoſtles were originally Bap- | 
tiſt Churches, and continued ſo, during the lives of the 
Apoſtles ; and yet within one, or two, or three hundred 
years, all * from the faith and practice of the 

Apoſtles, 


nm 
_ Apoſtles, without cauling any diſputes, or diviſions; or 
even leaving a ſingle trait of ſuch a great, praftical, 
and important innovation in the Chriſtian world. 
Thus I have endeavored to exhibit the ſtrongeſt ar- 


guments, in my mind, in favor of infant baptiſm, 1 
have purpoſely paſſed over ſeveral conſiderations, which 
have been urged in ſupport of this dottrine, becauſe 


there appears to be no occaſion for calling in the aid 
ol doubtful texts, and fine ſpun reaſonings, upon this 


ſubjeck. The whole current of Scripture, and the 
whole current of Hiſtory muſt, in time to come, as in 


time paſt, carry general conviction to the Chriſtian 


a of the ab and ee of Infant my N 


11 may be proper now to ch this alto, with | 


a a fe practical reflections. 


1. Every perſon, who wiſhes to know the truth, re- 


| ſpeding the ſabje& which we have been conſidering, 
ought. to examine it with a good degree of candor. 


This amiable diſpoſition will exclude prejudice, pre- 
poſſeſſion, and every affection, which tends to blind 
the underſtanding and warp the judgment. In rea- 
ſoning upon mathematical, philoſophical, and meta- 


phyſical ſubjects, we have no occaſion for candor; j 


but in reaſoning upon moral ſubjeQs, we have great 
occaſion for candor, in order to compare circum- 


ſtances, and weigh arguments, with impartiality. 
"Chriſt has given us his own expreſs teſtimony, that he 
inſtituted baptiſm as a ſtanding ordinance in his church; 
but he has not given us the ſame plain and fimple ev- 
-1dence, reſpecting the proper mode and proper ſubjects 
of this religious ceremony. Here we are left to form 
I our 
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our opinion, and regulate our practice, by ſuch evi- 
dence as may be fairly collected from the combined 


force of moral arguments. We find no expreſs pre- 


cept in favor of ſprinkling, nor any expreſs prohibi- 


tion againſt it. We find no exprels precept for bap- 
tizing infants, nor any expreſs prohibition againſt it. 
We find no expreſs declaration, that the Apoſtles bap- 
lized infants, nor any expreſs declaration that they did 


not. On the other hand, we find many circumſtances 
in favor of ſprinkling. ; but none in favor of plunging. 


We find many things, which naturally imply, that in- 
fants were to be baptized, and that the Apoſtles aQtu- 
ally baptized them; but none that imply the contra- | 
ry. And befides all this, we find the analogy of di- 
vine diſpenſations and the current of biſtory Wholl7 
on the ſide of infant baptiſm. Here is ample room 
for the exerciſe of candor; nor is it poſſible to com- 
pare theſe circumſtances, and balance theſe arguments, 
vith impartiality, without it. Candor, in this caſe, 


will teach every perſon to be ſatisfied with that Aind 
of evidence, which the nature of this ſubject affords, 
and with that degree of evidence, which reſults from 


lle united influence of theſe moral arguments. It 3 
impoſſible to give a mathematical or metaphyſical de- 


monſtration, that our forefathers, who firſt ſubdued the 


natives of New-England, were Europeans ; but yet it 

is caly to give the higheſt moral evidence of it, and 
ſuch as no candid mind can poſſibly reſiſt. So it is 
impoſſible. to give a ſtrict demonſtration, that / infants 
are proper ſubjefts of baptiſm, or that ſprinkling is 


the proper mode of adminiſtering it; but yet it appears 
from this diſcourſe, and from larger and better dil- 
courſes 


_ courſes* upon this ſubjeR, that it is eaſy to give ſuch 


moral evidence in favor of both theſe points, as is ſuf- 
ficient to convince a candid and impartial mind. 


Thoſe who lived in the fourth century, when, our 


Brethren grant, the practice of infant baptiſm general- 


ly prevailed, had no more warrant for it, either from 


ſcripture precept, or ſcripture example, than we now 
have. But yet this pratlice has generally prevailed 
in the Chriſtian church, from their day to ours. How 
is this conſiſtent with what our Brethren ſo often plead, 
that the bare want of ſcripture precept and example 


for infant baptiſm, is a clear and ſufficient evidence 


_ againſt it? What is the concluſion of candor in this 


caſe ? Shall we ſuppoſe the greateſt and beſt of men, 
for more than fourteen hundred years, have been ſo 


| devoid of candor, and ſo deeply involved in prejudice, 


as not to look for that kind and degree of evidence in 


favor of this praQtice, which the nature of the caſe 


fairly required ? Or ſhall we rather conclude, that the 
diſbelief and diſuſe of infant baptiſm, among a ſmall 


proportion of Chriſtians, in ſome part of this long pe- 


riod, has been partly owing to their want of candor, 
in demanding ſuch a &:nd and degree of evidence, as 
the nature of the caſe never fairly required? This laſt 


is certainly the moſt fair and candid ſuppoſition. . It is 


true, indeed, ſome individuals have renounced infant 


_ baptiſm, contrary to the bias of tradition, and the prej- 
udices of education; but candor even here muſt allow, 

that there has been but a very ſmall number, who have 
done this without n motives of 11 diſat- 


fection 


* Among all the late publications upon this ſubject, Dr, Lathrop" s Sermons, 
ich Mr, Perkins' Letters, are eſpecially "OT of perulal, 


ö 4 
* " 
* 
0 : 
v 2 
15s 
I 
: 
1 
9 
' of 
” if 
* 7 
*% 
CK. 
7 
= 
1 
5 
7 
1 
* 
15 
1 
4 
br 
* 
15 
: "0 
all 
- 1 
ls 
\ 
3 
x * 
. 
4 
by 
' 
4 
*5 
2 
THE 
j 
4 
J 4 
| 
"is 
x 1 
95 
4 bi 
; & 
-$ 
* af 
, 1. 
"4 
51 
© 
| If 
| 
bk; 
1 
U 
* * 
+ | 
ö U 
1 
; ” * 
12 
Y I 
1 
94 
174 
* * 
8 . 
7 © 
1 
1 
* 
& 9 
4 
* 
* 


OG UE WPI - WIE oo 


— — . — — —— 


— — cranes — — — 


$i 
: 


_ timent appears ſmall, when compared with the fruit 


: 
} 
f 
1 
: 
; 
, 
Ul 
t ' 
: 
| 
i 
} 
' 


44 5 
feftion or private intereſt, Where can a Baptiſt Con- 
gregation be found, in this part of the world, which 


did not originate from ſome contention or difaffettion 


among ſome other denomination of Chriſtians ? And 


do not the diſſenſions and diviſions among other de- 


nominations now ſerve to increaſe the number of Bap- 


tiſts, faſter than any other cauſe that ean be aſſigned? 


If we may, in this caſe, judge of the weight of evi- 


dence, by the degree of conviction which it affords 
unprejudiced and impartial perſons, we muſt conclude, 
that the evidence in favor of infant baptiſm is much 
: ſtronger than the evidence againſt it, and ſufficient to 


gain the belief of thoſe who examine the ſubject "iQ 


a proper degree of fairneſs and candor. 
2. If infant baptiſm be a Bible doctrine, then thoſs : 


who deny it, are in a great practical error. They 


look upon all churches, who. praRtiſe infant baptiſm, 


as unfit for their cammunion in divine ordinances. 


And this leads them to take every proper, not to ſay 
improper, method, ta build up their own churches, 


and to pull down thoſe of all other denominations. 
Such condut is directly calculated to create animoſ- 


ities, contentions, and diviſions, among thoſe who 


ought to be united in their affeRtions and exertions, 


to build up the Redeemer's kingdom. Chriſtians may 
err in many points of ſpeculation, without being nec- 
eſſarily led to oppoſe. each other in praftice. But 
the denial of infant baptiſm is of a practical nature, 
and conftrains all, who are ſincere in the denial, to 
oppoſe all the reſt of the Chriſtian world in the or- 
der and diſcipline of the church. The error in ſen— 


45 | 
of it in practice. But it ouglt to be viewed in its 
full length and breadth ; that is, in its nature and con- 
ſequences. And it is to be hoped, that none will 

embrace a fentiment, which draws after it ſuch great 
and difagreeable confequences, without the moſt can- 
did deliberation, and the moſt irreſiſtible convittien 

of its being founded on the Word of God. _ 
g. It appears from what has been ſaid, that thoſe 
who believe the doctrine of infant baptilm, cannot 
act conſiſtently, in doing any thing which tends to de- 
ſtroy the belief and practice of it. If it be the duty 
of believers to baptize their infant ſced, and if they 
believe this to be their duty, they ought to uſe all 
their influence to maintain and promote their ſenti- 
ment and practice in the world in general, and eſpec- 
ally in their own Churches and Congregations. 
They have no right, therefore, either in the ſight of 
God, or of their own conſciences, unneceſſarily to 
aid, aſſiſt, or countenance thoſe, who appear to be 
aiming to diſcredit and overthrow-the belief and prac- 
tice of infant baptiſm. And we have reaſon to be- 
| lieve, that thoſe who deny this doctrine always aim : 
to do all they can to overthrow it. We certaiuly 
have' reaſon to belicve this, if they are honeſt in their 
ſentiments, and really ſeek to promote the cauſe of 
truth. For, one of the moſt effectual ways of pro- 
moting truth, is to oppoſe and deſtroy error. They 
ought, therefore, to deſire and to endeavor to over- 
_ throw the opinion and practice of infant baptiſm. 
And upon this ground, we have reaſon to conclude, 
tnat, when any Preachers of this denomination come 
into our pariſhes to preach, they mean to uſe all their 
f inſluence, 


— 


——— — — ́—— — - —— —̃ — 
[ g * N 8 
, q 


8. -- 
_ influence, to build up their own cauſe, which they 


think is the cauſe of truth, and to pull down and de- 


ſtroy our cauſe, which they believe is the cauſe of 
error, and really diſpleaſing to the great Head of the 


church. But if we are as honeſt in our principles as 
they be in theirs, then it is as much our duty to op- 
pole their ſentiments, as it is their duty to oppoſe ours. 

Wie blame them not for being zealous in promot- 
ing their own principles and prattice, ſo long as they 


believe they are founded in the Word of God. 
They ought to be zealous in promoting What they 
verily think to be the cauſe of truth. But we have 


a right to blame them, if they reſiſt the evidence of 


truth in adopting their opinion; or if they do not 
profeſs to aim at propagating their opinion, when they 
adtually do and ought to aim at it; or if they take 


improper methods to gain proſelytes, ſuch as playing 


the biſhop in another man's dioceſe, and endeavoring 


to injure his character and influence, by indirect and 


groundleſs inſinuations and aſperſions. Theſe things 
excepted, we approve the zeal and diligence of our 


Brethren, in promoting what they think to be truth, 


and deſtroying what they think to be error. At the 
ſame time, we beſeech thoſe who believe they are in 
a great practical error, to uſe all proper means in 
their power, to counteratt and prevent the unhappy 
conſequences of their opinion and practice. And, if 


not inviting their Teachers to preach ; or if not go- 
ing to hear them preach ; or if ſpeaking againſt their 
principles in private ; or if diſputing with them on 
the ſubject of pin; if any or all theſe methods 


_ ſerve to prevent the ſpread of their ſentiments, we 


ought. 


47 
ought to employ them to anſwer ſo important and de- 
firable a purpoſe. This is what I think; and I am 


willing to ſpeak what I think. I have nothing to 


conceal upon this ſubject. I mean to be frank and 


open in oppoling every thing, which appears to dif- 
ſerve the opinion and practice of Infant Baptiſm. 
And were it in my power, I would impreſs the minds 
of all who peruſe this diſcourſe, with a deep ſenſe of 
the importance of forming the fame ERIE: and ve f 
going into the ſame practice. | 

4. If it be the duty of believing parents to offer 
up their infant ſeed to God in baptiſm, then it highly 
concerns unbelieving parents to become believers, 
and do their duty to God and to their children. They 
injure God, they injure themſelves, and their dear off. 
ſpring, by living in unbelief. Every time they be- 
hold the ordinance of baptiſm adminiſtered to infants, 
they are ſtrikingly reproved for the hardneſs of their 


hearts, and their finful negle& of their own ſouls and 


the ſouls of their children. If parents neglect to hon- 
or God, they may expect their children vill negle& 
to honor them. If parents negleft to do their duty. 
to their children, they may expect their children wil! 
neglect to do their duty to them. If parents negleck 


to promote the ſalvation of their children, they may 


expect that the blood of their children's ſouls will be 
required at their hands. It is melancholy, indeed, to 
behold ſo many riſing, and, in other reſpects, promif. 
ing, families, living in the neglett of divine inſtitutions. 
They are practically promoting the cauſe of infideli- 
ty, and tempting their children to become infidels. 

They are purſuing a path, which will lead them and 


theirs 


theirs to inevitable ruin. Let them be entreated to 


think on their ways, and remember the God of cheir 
fathers, and the Father of their ſpirits. Let them im- 
mediately embrace the Goſpel, that they may have a 


right to devote themſelves and their children to God, 


and be in the way of his own appointment, to ſecure 
all the bleflings, which he has promiſed to believers 


and their ſeed, in his new. and everlaſting covenant. 
To conclude. Let believing parents, who have 


devoted their children to God in baptiſm; be urged 


to fulkil their OWN - voluntary vows arid engagements. 
It is better not to vow, than to vow and not pay. 


But you have vowed, and muſt fulfil. It is out of 
your power to cancel the bond of your covenant. 


The nature and obligation of this, you clearly un- 


derſtand, though you may be in a great meaſure igno- 
rant of the deſign of God in the inſtitution of hap- 
tiſm, It is of great impor tance, hat you keep cov 
5 enant with God, and faithfully (diſcharge your obliga- 
tions to him, and to your children. He has commit- 
ted them to your care and inſtruction, and you have 
engaged to bring them up for him. If you are un- 
faithful and negligent, you vill diſpleaſe God, you 
vill juſtify thoſe; who negleR to baptize their children, 
and confirm thoſe, in their error, who deny the doc- 

| trine and practice of infant baptiſm. | But if you are 
faithlul, vo will have reaſon to hope, that ſalvation 
will come to you, and to your children, and . 


children's children, to the lateſt prion ug} 0 
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